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Per Curiam

Appellant was convicted by a general court-martial, contrary to his pleas, of
one specification of willfully disobeying a superior commissioned officer, four
specifications of violating a lawful order, one specification of stalking, and one
specification of housebreaking, in violation of Articles 90, 92, 120a, and 130,
Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 890, 892, 920a, and 930 (2006)
[hereinafter UCMJ].”

" The panel acquitted appellant of one specification of rape and one specification of
aggravated sexual contact in violation of Article 120, UCMJ. The military judge
acquitted appellant of one specification of obstructing justice in violation of Article
134, UCMJ. In addition, a separate specification of obstructing justice was
dismissed.
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On 31 January 2013, we reversed appellant’s convictions for violating a
Military Protective Order issued by appellant’s commander (Specification 2 of
Charge 1) and stalking (Charge 111 and its Specification) and dismissed those
specifications with prejudice; affirmed the remaining findings of guilty; set aside the
sentence; and remanded for a sentence rehearing on the affirmed findings of guilt.
Following a sentence rehearing, at which appellant was sentenced to a reduction to
E-1, the convening authority approved the adjudged sentence without fully reflecting
the prior decision of this court in his action.

The case is again before us for review, this time without assignment of error.
In accordance with our previous opinion we again affirm appellant’s convictions for
one specification of willfully disobeying his superior commissioned officer; three
specifications of violating a lawful order, and one specification of housebreaking.
On consideration of the entire record and matters appellant personally raised
pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), the sentence is
affirmed.
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